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Abstract
The objective of this paper is to investigate how Lithuanian public universities implement the concept of social responsibility and 
disclose sustainable information in their annual performance reports. The research methodology employed content analysis of 
annual performance reports and descriptive statistics. Three areas were chosen according to GRI G4 (2013): environmental 
performance, economic performance and social performance (which is divided into four parts: labor practices and decent work, 
human rights, society, product responsibility). Additionally it was included educational dimension.
Since in Lithuania, social responsibility reporting is not compulsory, in their annual performance reports universities are focusing 
on the areas which appear essential for them. There is a lack of uniform reporting and so the disclosures of different universities 
are not comparable. Also, not each and every area is always reflected in the reports. Mostly discussed are Economics and Social 
areas, while Environmental and Educational are not reflected at all in some universities. The results can be used for comparing 
reporting practices among different universities and countries, and also for further improving sustainability reporting.
© 2015 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd.
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Introduction
Many universities and other education institutions are addressing sustainability issues by creating academic 
programs, research centers and other initiatives promoting sustainability or corporate social responsibility (Barth, 
2013; Fonseca, 2011; Adams et al., 2014). Despite the current progress, there remains the question whether these 
* Corresponding author. Tel.: NA
E-mail address: violeta.mykolaitiene@ktu.lt
 2015 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd. This is an open access article under the CC BY-NC-ND license 
(http://creativecommon .org/l censes/by-nc- d/4.0/).
Peer-review under responsibility of Kaunas University of Technology, School of Economics and Business
587 Lina Dagilienė and Violeta Mykolaitienė /  Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences  213 ( 2015 )  586 – 592 
initiatives of sustainable development have been effective in the higher education sector. This paper analyses 
universities’ sustainability development during its external reporting policy.
Sustainability reporting is more popular in universities of Western European countries and other developed 
countries of liberal economies (Del Mar Alonso-Almeida et al., 2014; Littledyke et al., 2013). However, there is a 
lack of such research in the emerging market, as sustainability reporting is voluntary.
The objective of this paper is to investigate how Lithuanian public universities implement the concept of social 
responsibility and disclose sustainable information in their annual reports.
1. Prior research
Only a few studies address the perspectives of sustainability reporting of the higher education sector. Analyzing 
the reasons for the necessity to report in the education sector we can use theoretical framework grounded within neo-
institutional and stakeholder theories. Universities as other large organization are inseparable from various 
stakeholders, and therefore have to be managed in accordance with them (Ceulemans et al, 2014). A dialogic 
reporting culture with stakeholders should be developed in higher education accounting (Lange & Kerr, 2013).
Mandatory institutional factors do not act directly as sustainability reporting is mostly voluntary both in private 
and public sector (Dagiliene, 2014; Lozano, 2011; Farneti & Guthrie, 2009). On the other hand at the normative 
level, belonging to CSR networks, creation of methodological frameworks become another very important 
institutional factor that encourage to report in higher education sector. Some existing research is orientated to a 
comparison of the different methodology guidelines developed for sustainable reporting in universities: 
Sustainability Assessment Questionnaire, Higher Education 21's Sustainability Indicators, Auditing Instrument for 
Sustainable Higher Education (Shriberg, 2002); GRI Guidelines (Hussey et al., 2001; Lozano, 2006, 2011; Del Mar 
Alonso-Almeida et al., 2014); GASU (2006). It is necessary to emphasize that the GRI guidelines were not 
developed for universities (Cole, 2003), at first they were created just for the private sector. Four sets of guidelines 
have been published to date, the first released in 2000 and 2002. The G3 guidelines were created in 2006 March and 
the latest G4 guidelines were released in 2013. In 2005, GRI also published a pilot version of the sector supplement 
for public agencies (GRI Sector Supplement for Public Agencies, 2005). The version was revised in 2010 by 
releasing the other report “GRI Reporting in Government Agencies“. This most recent supplement requires public 
organizations to describe their relationship to other governments or public authorities and to identify who is served 
by the public sector. Comparing with general GRI Guidelines there are no additions for environmental performance. 
With reference to social indicators, the public sector supplement deals with service quality standards and quality 
assurance system. Administrative efficiency is introduced as a new social indicator. However, a literature review 
carried out by GRI (2010) showed that some concepts and GRI indicators used in the private sector might not be 
meaningful in the public sector (Lozano, 2011), e.g. disclosures on a supply chain. Besides, GRI guidelines promote 
a ‘managerialist’ approach to sustainability rather than an ecological and eco-justice informed approach, potentially 
causing them to fall into an evaluatory trap (Dumay, Guthrie & Farneti, 2010). Some European universities, which 
are the most active universities in providing sustainability reports, have improved their visibility by adopting the 
GRI, thus increasing their endowments and facilitating their ability to raise funds for future sustainability activities. 
At the cognitive level, changing market conditions and growing competition have gradually started to find new 
ways of evaluating sustainability progress, including reporting, in education sector.  So far it was no need to be 
competitive in the areas of public services and to apply effective measures of sustainability performance (Adams et 
al., 2014).
Fonseca et al. (2011) analyze social responsibility of the Canadian universities focusing on GRI indicators. The 
results argue that social responsibility is in an early stage and such sustainability reports have a limited value and are 
potentially misleading, moreover only a few universities (less than 30 per cent) disclosed sustainability performance 
by emphasizing eco-efficiency and green architecture.
There is some research related to the comprehensive analysis of the texts of declarations, charters, and 
partnerships developed for higher education institutions, which can be considered to represent university leaders’ 
intentions to help improve the effectiveness of education for sustainable development (Lozano et al., 2013; Lozano 
et al., 2014). The results revealed that there were many examples of sustainable development implementation 
throughout the system; however, generally the efforts tended to be compartmentalised. The analyses also highlighted 
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strong linkages between the institution’s commitment to sustainability, implementation, and signing a declaration, 
charter, or initiative. The findings suggested that academic leadership’s commitment was a leading cause for signing 
a declaration, charter, or initiative, and implementing sustainable development (Lozano et al., 2014).
Ceulemans et al. (2014) made a comprehensive theoretical review about reasons of slowly emerging trend of 
sustainability reporting in higher education, uncovering gaps and inconsistencies in the literature, and finding new 
paths for research. It was found out that the link between sustainability reporting and general sustainability 
management, and the link between existing reporting indicators, tools, and management standards can lead to a 
better understanding of the dynamics of the reporting process, and in a broader sense of the process of sustainability 
integration in higher education.
Del Mar Alonso-Almeida et al. (2014) in their study present that the diffusion of sustainability reporting is still at 
an early stage in universities, and no massive diffusion is expected based on the current data, despite the increasing 
concerns about sustainability in young people and other university stakeholders. 
2. Methods
The applied research methodology implies content analysis and statistical methods. This empirical study uses a 
number of words for evaluating universities’ social responsibility disclosures (Guthrie & Abeysekera, 2006) 
according to worldwide GRI guidelines. In this research the method of GRI indicators analysis was applied in order 
to identify sustainable information disclosed by universities (Callan & Thomas, 2009; Romolini et al., 2012).
The empirical research is executed partly according to GRI indicators, i.e. by determining the areas of sustainable 
information disclosure and key indicators. Three areas have been chosen (GRI G4, 2013): environmental 
performance; economic performance; social performance (which is divided into four parts: labor practices and 
decent work, human rights, society, product responsibility). Additionally it was included educational dimension.
It was not possible to adapt the GRI G4 methodology fully in the research. Lithuanian public universities do not 
disclose the majority of GRI indicators; nevertheless it was not possible to calculate them because of the restrictions 
on the availability of the data. In spite of the criticism on GRI Guidelines (mostly because of too broad a scope and 
too little attention to specific indicators of education sector), GRI guidelines are attractive because of their 
standardization and comparability.
Statistical descriptive methods (average, standard deviation, minimum value, maximum value) are used.
The initial sample consists of 14 Lithuanian public universities. Two of them (Academy of Fine Arts and the
General Jonas Žemaitis Military Academy) are not included in the research because there were no performance 
reports at the investigated period. The final research sample consists of 12 Lithuanian public universities disclosing 
social responsibility information in their annual performance reports of 2012-2013
(http://lurk.lt/en/universities/state-universities).
3. Findings
Table 1 presents summary of sustainability reporting in public universities’ annual performance reports.
Researched universities: VU (Vilnius University), KTU (Kaunas University of Technology), VDU (Vytautas 
Magnus University), VGTU (Vilnius Gediminas Technical University), MRU (Mykolas Romeris University), LEU
(Lithuanian University of Educational Sciences), LSMU (University of Health Sciences), LSU (Lithuanian Sports 
University), ASU (Aleksandras Stulginskis University), KU (.ODLSơGD8QLYHUVLW\), ŠU (Šiauliai University), LMTA
(Lithuanian Academy of Music and Theatre).
Research results show that all universities orientate towards social activity reporting mainly because of disclosure 
about international mobility and creating welfare for students. Universities seek to provide attractive and relevant
information to students in relation to the quality of learning and teaching, international mobility, research funding 
opportunities and living conditions.
LSMU discloses the most social and economic information in 2012-2013 (Table 1). Comparing the 2012 and 
2013 years, universities provide a growing number of social responsibility information in general.
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Table 1. Summary of sustainability reporting of universities in Lithuania, in words
Universi-
ty
2012 2013
Environ
mental
Econo
mics
Social 
Educatio
nal
Total
Environ
mental
Econo
mics
Social 
Educatio
nal
Total
VU 150 480 995 2 1627 211 515 2000 42 2768
KTU 498 770 562 128 1958 65 269 456 30 820
VDU 632 531 832 0 1995 173 237 1767 64 2241
VGTU 271 558 647 20 1496 216 246 1282 182 1926
MRU 188 329 886 10 1413 16 262 1875 189 2342
LEU 397 328 829 52 1606 0 0 0 0 0
LSMU 137 1691 1818 0 3646 442 1287 1871 17 3617
LSU 121 279 352 0 752 119 250 1585 23 1977
ASU 264 205 314 0 783 115 622 1082 179 1998
KU 0 251 144 0 395 3 61 248 9 321
ŠU 93 1036 421 24 1574 44 265 1185 61 1555
LMTA 31 165 1929 0 2125 7 214 1615 7 1843
Detailed sustainability reporting by different areas are presented in Table 2, Table 3, Table 4 and Table 5.
Research results of 2013 are presented excluding LEU (because it did not present any performance report publicly in 
2013).
Table 2. Disclosure extent of environmental sustainability reporting of universities in Lithuania, in words
ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY REPORTING EXTENT, IN WORDS
REPORTING 
AREAS
2012 2013 (w/o LEU)
Average Std.Dev. Min Max Average Std.Dev. Min Max
Materials 64 43 6 111 34 23 11 56
Energy 52 32 16 127 92 100 3 311
Water 43 23 17 84 61 52 5 131
Biodiversity 48 14 28 70 54 32 22 86
Effluents and 
waste
31 21 10 67 65 0 65 65
Products and 
services
41 28 15 80 0 0 0 0
Compliance 129 0 129 129 0 0 0 0
Transportation 20 1 19 20 21 0 21 21
Overall 117 100 11 385 72 59 13 130
Total 
Environmental
232 184 0 632 128 124 3 442
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Table 3. Disclosure extent of economical sustainability reporting of universities in Lithuania, in words
ECONOMICAL SUSTAINABILITY REPORTING EXTENT, IN WORDS
REPORTING 
AREAS
2012 2013 (w/o LEU)
Average Std.Dev. Min Max Average Std.Dev. Min Max
Economic 
performance
212 208 19 742 148 80 61 279
Market presence 256 192 48 782 no data
Indirect economic 
impacts
154 109 13 432 296 270 61 1008
Procurement 
Practices
no data 80 0 80 80
Total Economics
552 420 165
169
1
384 320 61 1287
In 2013 Lithuania universities disclose less information about environmental and economical areas due to the fact 
that this information is not relevant to the main external stakeholders (e.g. for students).
Table 4. Disclosure extent of social sustainability reporting of universities in Lithuania, in words
SOCIAL SUSTAINABILITY REPORTING EXTENT, IN WORDS
REPORTING AREAS
2012 2013 (w/o LEU)
Average Std.Dev. Min Max Average Std.Dev. Min Max
Employment 154 149 34 510 253 159 33 519
Labor/management 
relations
55 6 49 60 83 0 83 83
Occupational health and 
safety
106 108 4 288 76 65 6 198
Training and education 293 388 56 1331 483 283 132 1141
Diversity and equal 
opportunity 
129 0 129 129 100 65 25 207
Total Labour practices 
and decent work
423 503 57 1619 897 427 205 1696
Investment and 
procurement practices
132 0 132 132 39 0 39 39
Non – discrimination 163 120 44 451 105 100 7 259
Freedom of association 
and collective 
bargaining
73 53 20 192 38 20 18 58
Security practices 44 16 28 59 no data
Total Human rights 183 136 0 451 96 106 0 277
Community 154 81 43 291 223 118 4 453
Anti-corruption 44 0 44 44 68 46 15 140
Total Society 145 93 0 291 227 134 0 453
Customer health and 
safety
no data 24 16 8 40
Marketing 
communications
90 57 36 212 144 135 4 410
Customer privacy no data 27 22 5 48
Total Product 
responsibility
60 63 0 212 140 134 0 410
Total Social 811 536 144 1929 1361 555 248 2000
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Table 5. Disclosure extent of educational sustainability reporting of universities in Lithuania, in words
EDUCATIONAL SUSTAINABILITY REPORTING EXTENT, IN WORDS
REPORTING 
AREAS
2012 2013 (w/o LEU)
Average Std.Dev. Min Max Average Std.Dev. Min Max
SD incorporation in 
the curricula
2 3 0 10 13 16 0 48
SD capacity building 4 12 0 44 no data
Total Curriculum 5 14 0 52 13 16 0 48
Research 11 34 0 124 58 65 7 173
Service 4 8 0 24 3 4 0 14
Total Educational 20 36 0 128 73 70 7 189
Research results (Table 5) show that educational areal is disclosed for at least but has a tendency to increase. 
These changes are affected by the social responsibility research growth and the incorporation of social responsibility
into learning and teaching processes.
Conclusions
Sustainability reporting is not spread as a separate strategy of implementing the social responsibility in 
Lithuanian public universities. At the same time it should be noticed that 2 Lithuanian public universities belong to 
Global Compact network and have their commitments to implement socially responsible principles and report on 
their progress (UN Global Compact 2014). In the future, it possible to expect to be given a separate sustainability
report.
The practical contribution of this research is to find out the current situation of sustainability reporting in 
Lithuanian public universities for external stakeholders. The results can be used for comparing reporting practices 
among different universities and countries, and also for further improving sustainability reporting.
References
Adams C. A., Muir S., & Hoque Z., (2014). Measurement of sustainability performance in the public sector. Sustainability Accounting, 
Management and Policy Journal, 5, 46-67.
Barth, M,, (2013). Many Roads Lead to Sustainability: A Process Oriented Analysis of Change in Higher Education (June 17, 2011). 
International Journal of Sustainability in Higher Education, 14( 2), 160-175. Available at SSRN: http://ssrn.com/abstract=1978106,
(accessed: 23/11/2014).
Callan, S. J., & Thomas, J. M. (2009). Corporate financial performance and corporate social performance: an update and 
reinvestigation. Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental Management, 16, 61-78.
Ceulemans, K., Molderez, I., & Van Liedekerke, L. (2014). Sustainability reporting in higher education: a comprehensive review of the recent 
literature and paths for further research. Journal of Cleaner Production. DOI:10.1016/j.jclepro.2014.09.052.
Cole, L., & Wright, T. (2003). Assessing sustainability on Canadian University campuses: development of a campus sustainability assessment 
framework. Unpublished master’s thesis, Royal Roads University, Victoria, BC.
Dagiliene, L., (2014). The impact of normative institutional factors to sustainability reporting. International Journal of Social, Business, 
Psychological, Human Science and Engineering,.8, 1544-1549.
Del Mar Alonso-Almeida, M., Marimon, F., Casani, F., & Rodriguez-Pomeda, J. (2014). Diffusion of sustainability reporting in universities: 
current situation and future perspectives. Journal of Cleaner Production.
Dumay, J., Guthrie, J., & Farneti, F. (2010). GRI sustainability reporting guidelines for public and third sector organizations: A critical 
review. Public Management Review, 12, 531-548.
Farneti, F., & Guthrie, J. (2009, June). Sustainability reporting by Australian public sector organisations: Why they report. In Accounting 
forum (Vol. 33, No. 2, pp. 89-98). Elsevier.
Fonseca, A., Macdonald, A., Dandy, E., & Valenti, P. (2011). The state of sustainability reporting at Canadian universities. International Journal 
of Sustainability in Higher Education, 12, 22-40.
GRI (Global Reporting Initiative) (2005). Sector supplement for public agencies. Pilot Version 1.0. Retrieved from: 
https://www.far.se/PageFiles/1990/PUBLICAGENCIESSECTORSUPPLEMENTPILOT.PDF (accessed: 05/02/2015)
GRI (Global Reporting Initiative) (2010). GRI Reporting in Government Agencies. Retrieved from:
https://www.globalreporting.org/resourcelibrary/GRI-Reporting-in-Government-Agencies.pdf. (accessed: 03/02/2015).
GRI G4 Sustainability Reporting Guidelines, https://www.globalreporting.org/resourcelibrary/GRIG4-Part1-Reporting-Principles-and-Standard-
592   Lina Dagilienė and Violeta Mykolaitienė /  Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences  213 ( 2015 )  586 – 592 
Disclosures.pdf and https://www.globalreporting.org/resourcelibrary/GRIG4-Part2-Implementation-Manual.pdf. (accessed: 02/01/2015).
Guthrie, J., & Abeysekera, I. (2006). Content analysis of social, environmental reporting: what is new?. Journal of Human Resource Costing & 
Accounting, 10, 114-126.
Hussey, D. M., Kirsop, P. L., & Meissen, R. E. (2001). Global reporting initiative guidelines: an evaluation of sustainable development metrics 
for industry. Environmental Quality Management, 11, 1-20.
Littledyke, M., Manolas, E., & Littledyke, R. A. (2013). A systems approach to education for sustainability in higher education. International 
Journal of Sustainability in Higher Education, 14, 367-383.
Lozano, R., Ceulemans, K., Alonso-Almeida, M., Huisingh, D., Lozano, F. J., Waas, T. & Hugé, J. (2014). A review of commitment and 
implementation of sustainable development in higher education: results from a worldwide survey. Journal of Cleaner Production.
Lozano, R., Lukman, R., Lozano, F. J., Huisingh, D., & Lambrechts, W. (2013). Declarations for sustainability in higher education: becoming 
better leaders, through addressing the university system. Journal of Cleaner Production, 48, 10-19.
Lozano, R. (2011). The state of sustainability reporting in universities. International Journal of Sustainability in Higher Education, 12, 67-78.
Lozano, R. (2006). A tool for a graphical assessment of sustainability in universities (GASU). Journal of Cleaner Production, 14, 963-972.
Romolini, A., Fissi, S., & Gori, E. (2014). Scoring CSR reporting in listed companies–Evidence from Italian best practices. Corporate Social 
Responsibility and Environmental Management, 21, 65-81.
Shriberg, M. (2002). Institutional assessment tools for sustainability in higher education: strengths, weaknesses, and implications for practice and 
theory. International Journal of Sustainability in Higher Education, 3, 254-270.
UN Global Compact 2014. https://www.unglobalcompact.org/what-is-
gc/participants/search?utf8=%E2%9C%93&search[keywords]=&search[countries][]=115&search[per_page]=50&search[sort_field]=type&se
arch[sort_direction]=asc. (accessed: 02/04/2015).
